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2031 APR I7 P 1: 32 
BEFORE TEE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

WILLIAM A. MIDIDELL 
CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER 

COMMISSIONER 

JlMIRVzN APR 1 7 2001 

MARK SPITZER 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
SUN CITY WATER COMPANY AND SUN CITY) DOCKET NO. SW-02334A-98-0577 

) DOCKET NO. W-01656A-98-0577 

WEST UTILITIES COMPANY FOR APPROVAL ) 
OF CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT WATER ) 
UTILIZATION PLAN AND FOR AN ) SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO 
ACCOUNTING ORDER AUTHORIZING A ) EXCEPTIONS OF SUN CITY 
GROUNDWATER SAVINGS FEE AND ) TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 

ARIZONA PROJECT EXPENSES. 
RECOVERY OF DEERRED CENTRAL 1 

On March 23, 2001, Sun City Taxpayers Association, Inc. (“SCTA”) timely 

filed exceptions to the Recommendation filed by Administrative Law Judge Rodda in the 

above-entitled matter. On April 6, 2001, SCTA filed a Supplement to its Exceptions to 

provide a copy of the letter sent to the Recreation Centers of Sun City, Inc. (“RCSC”) 

questioning the legality of the agreement between Sun City Water Company, Inc. (“SCWC”) 

and the RCSC permitting use of CAP water on the golf courses (the “Exchange Agreement”) 

was not properly approved by RCSC. (For the Commissioners’ convenience another copy of 

that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A.) By letter dated April 5, 2001, the RCSC indicated 

that no corrective action would be taken. A copy of the correspondence from RCSC’s 

attorney is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

On ApriI 16, 2001, a Complaint was filed in the Superior Court of the State of 

Arizona in and for the County of Maricopa (Cause No. CV2001-006415) by SCTA and 

various individual members of SCTA (“Plaintiffs”) against RCSC and SCWC. The 
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Complaint requests the Court declare the Exchange Agreement null and void ab initio due to 

Defendant RCSC’s failure to first comply with the mandatory provisions of its Articles of 

Incorporation and the Sun City Community Facilities Agreement. The Complaint also 

alleges breach of contract and breach of fiduciary duty. A copy of the Complaint is attached 

hereto as Exhibit C. 

The legality of the Exchange Agreement is now pending before the Superior 

Court. If the relief requested in the Complaint is granted: 1) the RCSC would be precluded 

from proceeding with the Exchange Agreement; and 2) there is absolutely no need for the 

system SCWC is proposing to construct to serve the RCSC golf courses unless and until 

RCSC obtains the requisite approvals of the Exchange Agreement by RCSC’s members. 

Therefore, even if the Arizona Corporation Commission were otherwise inclined to approve 

SCWC’s CAP water utilization plan over SCTA’s other Exceptions, it is respecthlly 

requested the Arizona Corporation Commission not approve the plan, as to SCWC, or 

authorize SCWC to spend any further monies to implement the plan until a final decision is 

rendered by the Arizona Courts on Plaintiffs’ Complaint. 

RESPECTFULLY submitted this 17th day of April, 2001. 

MARTINEZ & CURTIS, P.C. 
/ 

By: 

Paul R. Michaud 
2712 North Seventh Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85006- 1090 
Attorneys for Sun City Taxpayers 
Association, Inc. 
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An original and ten (10) copies of 
the foregoing are fded this 17th 
day of April, 2001 with: 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

A copy of the foregoing 
mailed or hand-delivered this 17th 
day of April, 2001 to: 

William A. Mundell, Chairman 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Jim Irvin, Commissioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Marc Spitzer, Commksioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Jane Rodda 
Acting Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
400 West Congress 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1347 

Robert Metli, Esq. 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

1 

Scott Wakefield, Esq. 
RUCO 
2828 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1200 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Barbara R. Goldberg, Esq. 
Steptoe & Johnson, LLP 
Two Renaissance Square 
40 North Central Avenue, 24th Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4453 

Mr. Walter W. Meek, President 
Arizona Utility Investors Association 
2 100 North Central Avenue 
Suite 2 10 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

William G. Beyer, Esq. 
5632 W. Alameda Road 
Glendale, Arizona 8 5 3 10 
Attorney for Recreation Centers of Sun 
City, Inc. and 
Recreation Centers of Sun City West, Inc. 

Mr. Ray Jones 
General Manager 
Sun City Water Company, Inc. 
Post OfFice Box 1687 
Sun City, Arizona 85372 

Michael M. Grant, Esq. 
Todd C .  Wiley, Esq. 
GaIlagher & Kennedy, P.A. 
2575 East Camelback Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-9225 
Attorneys for Citizens Communications 
Company 
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The' Phoenix Corporate Center I9/xoYEs STOREY 

& '  3003 North Central Avenue 
Telephone: 602-604-21 11 
Facsimile: 602-274-9 135 LAW OFFICES Suite 1250 

March 26,2001 

Jerry Swintek, President 
Recreation Centers of Sun City, Inc. 
10626 Thunderbird Boulevard 
Sun City, Arizona 8535 1 

Re: Demand for Vote of Members re Validity of Agreement for Exchange of CAP Water in Sun City 
dated October 30", 2000, between the Recreztion Centers of Sun City and Sun City Water 
Company (Exchange Agreemen9 

Dear Mr. Swintek: 

This firm represents the Sun City Taypayers Association, Inc. (SCTA). On behalf of SCTA, we demand 
that the Recreation Centers of Sun City, Inc. (R-CSC) immediately call and notice a vote of its members to 
approve or reject the above Exchange Agreement. The Exchange Agreement is invalid and void because it was 
never authorized by RCSC's members, nor was it ever even properly authorized by the RCSC board. 

As you know, Article VTII, Paragraph 7 of the articles of incorporation of RCSC expressly provides that 
"The Corporation shall not convey any substantial part of its assets, or any real property of assess.ed value for tax 
purposes exceeding $50,000, without affirmative vote of a majority of its membership entitled to vote thereon." 
The groundwater rights which are the subject of the Exchange Agreement have a value in the millions of dollars 
and clearly constitute a "substantial part" of RCSC's assets. Exchan,&g those assets for 43 years or longer 
clearly constitutes a conveyance under Arizona law. 

AS you also know, Article X of the articles of incorporation of RCSC expressly provides that "The 
hghest amount of indebtedness or liability, direct or contingent, to which the Corporation may at any time 
subject itself shall be limited to $750,000 or any greater amount which may be authorized by three-fourths (3/4) 
of the Members present at a duly called and noticed meeting of the membership, or in such amounts as may be 
authorized by the Arizona Corporation Commission." By entering into the Exchange Agreement, RCSC has 
unilaterally subjected all of its members to bearing the substantial financial burden of a huge portion of the $15 
million debt that Citizens Utilities Company and its subsidiaries (Citizens) will incur to build the CAP water 
delivery facilities under the Exchange Agreement. This multi-million dollar debt never would have been 
incurred or imposed upon RCSC's members in the absence of the Exchange Agreement, which clearly'violates .. - 
th~s provision of RCSC's articles of incorporation in both spirit as well as substance. 

As you also know, the Sm.City Community Facilities Agreement that is recorded against every 
member's home imposes upon RCSC a strict fiduciary duty to promote and protect the interests of its members. 
This binding legal document recites that RCSC's properties were conveyed to RCSC solely "for the purpose of 
maintaining, operating and developing such facilities for the benefit o f t  the Sun City residents. It also expressly 
requires RCSC to "operate such recreational facilities for the benefit of'' its members, the Sun City homeowners. 
By unilaterally entering into the Exchange Agreement with Citizens, RCSC has illegally imposed millions of 
dollars of debt upon its members in clear breach of its fiduciary duty to act exclusively for the ben&k&%vED 

MAR 2 7 2001 
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members. RCSC’s breach of its fiduciary duty to its members also constitutes a breach of its contract with its 
members, thereby exposing RCSC to both tort and contractual consequential damages. 

In addition to the need for an immediate membership vote, your board apparently never even properly 
authorized the Exchange Ageement. As you know, by resolution passed February 25, 1999, the board merely 
approved the exchange concept in principle and authorized the president only to “enter into the requisite 
contract with Citizens,” but this authorization was expressly made “subject to final review by this Board.” The 

. resolution expressly stated that it was “non-binding.” At its meeting on October 26,2000, the Exchange 
Agreement was discussed, but there was never any board vote approving it, thereby rendering the subsequent 
execution of the Exchange Agreement void and in violation of RCSC’s own procedural requirements. 

The issue of the Exchange Agreement must be subjected to an immediate vote of RCSC’S members that 
satisfies both Articles VIII and X of RCSC’s &les of incorporation because Citizens akeady has a pending 
application for approval of its CAP water delivery facilities before the Arizona Corporation Commission. For 
the Exchange Agreement to be valid, the vote under Article Wcr must be approved by a majority of RCSC’s full 
membership, and the vote under Article X must be approved by at least 3/4 of RCSC’s full membership. If the 
RCSC board refuses to immediately notice the appropriate vote of its members to consider the Exchange 
Agreement as soon as its articles and bylaws allow, then SCTA Will have no recourse but to commence legal 
proceedings against RCSC to compel RCSC to comply with Arizona law and its own recorded documents. Any 
such litigation will, of course, expose RCSC to actual monetary damages for its flagrant breaches of its fiduciary 
and contractual duties to its members, along with further liability for all of SCTA’s costs and attorneys’ fees. 
SCTA also requires that RCSC give it a fair opportunity to approve the wording of the ballot in advance to 
satisfy itself that the wording is clear and understandable for all the members. 

1 .  

While SCTA sincerely hopes that legal proceedings will not become necessary, that is a decision that 
lies solely in your hands. We can do this the easy way or the hard way. The choice is up to you. If we do not 
receive written confirmation from you within fifteen days f iom the date of this letter that the RCSC board will 
notice a vote of its membership for the purpose of approving or rejecting the Exchange Agreement, then we will 
conclude that RCSC would rather litigate against its own members than work to resolve this matter outside of a 
courtroom. Representatives of SCTA would be pleased to mket with the RCSC board to discuss these important 
issues in the hope of resolving this matter quickly and inexpensiveby for everyone. Please tzke advantage of this 
unique, and final, opportunity to avoid the expense and embarrassment of a lawsuit, and work with us and our 
clients toward the resolution of this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Jeffrey C. Zimmerman 

JCZ/lkk 
cc: Ray E. Dare, President, Sun City Taxpayers Association, Inc. 
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COPY 
Jeeffirey C. Zimmermaxl (LD, NO. 009900) 
Brad K. Keogh (LD. No. 010321) 
MOUES STOWY, LTD. 
3003 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1250 
phoenix, Arizona 85012 
(602) 604-2141 

Attorneys for PlaMiB 

IN TIZE SUPERIOR CO'ZIRT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

IN AND FOR "E COfTpJTy OF MARICOPA 

S U N  c m  T r n A r n R S  AssocmnoN, mc., 1 
m Arizona corporation; BERN- B E W N ;  ) 
JUNE BERARDTNI; CHARLES SEDGWCK; ) 
JOAN SEDGWICR ROLAND FMNQUEMONT;) 
IUNE M.ACD0N.A.U); BRWCE MACDONALD; ) 

WARRENMILLER ORENLANE; 
3ERALD DOLEZU; RUTIH DOLEZAL; 
LARRY SPITZ, in their individual capacities 
md as representatives of all. other present and 
future members of Sun City Taxpayers Association, ) 

ELMER BECS'I; RAYMOND DARE; 1 

1 
[ne.; JOHN and JANE DOES I-20,000, 1 

1 
PpIainijffS, 1 

1 

C O M P L r n  
(Rule 23 Class Action for Declaratory 
Judgment and Injunctive Reliec Breach 
of Contract; Breach o f  Fiduciary Duty) 

VS . 

RECREATION CENTERS OF SUN CITY, INC., ) 
m Arizona corporation; SUN CITY WATER 
ZOMPANY, INC., am Arizona corporation, 

1 
1 
3 

Defendants. 1 
. _  

For their Complaint against defendants, plaintiffs Sun City Taxpayers Association, hc., and Bernard 

Beraxdini, June Berardini, Charles Seclgwick, Joan Sedgwlck, Roland Frmquemont, June MacDonald, Bruce 

MacDandd, E h e r  Becsi, Raymond Dare, Warren Miller, Oren Lane, Gerald DolezaZ, Ruth Dolezd, Larry 

Spitz, in their individual capacities and as representat'ives of all other present and fuhue members of Syn City 

Taxpayers Association, hc., and the fictitiously denominated plain'ciB (here&er collectively designated 

"Plain~ffs"), hereby allege as foflows: 

1, The individual named Plaintiffs are residents of Mmicopa County, Arizona, and are members 

of &e Plaintiff entity, Sun City Taxpayers Association; he., which presezltly has over 15,000 members, on 
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whose behalf said Plaintfls also bring this action, The individual named Plaintiff2 also at: members of 

defendant Recreation Centers of Sun City, hc. Plaintiffs have suffered damages inflicted upon them by 

defendants in Maricopa Cow@, Arizona. 

2. Defendant Recreation Centers of Sun City, hc. (hereafter designated “RCSC”) is an Arizona 

corporation which has inflicted damages upon PlaintifEs i n - M c o p a  County, Arizona. Defendant Sun City 

Water Company (hereafter designated “SCWC”) is an Arizona corporation which has inflicted damages upon 

Plaintiffs in Maxicopa County, Arizona. 

3. This Court has jurisdiction Q V ~  this action pursuant to A.R,S. 9 12-183 1 et sea_. and Rule 23, 

Arizona Rules of Civil ]Procedure. 

4. Tfiis action is a proper action for class action certification pmuant to Rule 23(a) because (1) 

the class of plaintiffs is so numerous that joinder of all members is  knpractic&le, (2) there are questions of 

law or fact comm~n to the class, (3) the cfaims or defmses of the representative parties are typical of the 

claims or defenses ofthe class, and (4) the representative parties will faiclyand adquatelyprotect the interests 

of the class. Tiis action also i s  a proper action for class action certification because all the prerequisites of 

Rule 23@) are satisfied here. - 1  

5 .  In addition, or in the alternative, Plaintiffs have designated fictitious plaintiffs 1-20,000, who 

are present and fitwe members of the Plaintiff entity Sun City Taxpayers Association, hc. and of defendant 

Recreation Centers of Sun City, Inc., and who are similarly situated as the named PlahtXfs for said reasom. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

6. 

7. 

Plaintiffs incorporate by this reference thejr-allFgations in paragraphs 1-5 above, inclusive. 

On ox about Octobex 30,2000, defendants RCSC and SCWC catered into a written contract 

entitled “AGREEMENT FOR EXCHANGE OF CAP WATER IN SUN CITY’’ (here& designated 

”Agreement”), a true and accurate copy thereof i s  attached as Exhibit A to thh Complaint. 

8. The Agreement pxovides in relevant paxt that defendant RCSC will exchange i ts grmqathered 

groundwater rights for defendant SCWC’s CAT? water for a period of at least 43 years, and that defendant 

SCWC will construct a pipehe and all other necessary distribution. tacilities (hemafia desipated the 

“System”) required to deliver said CAP water to defendant RCSC’s golf courses. 

2 
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9. The Agreement fktherrequires defendant RCSC-and therefore its present and future members, 

Plahtiffs in this action-to pay for said CPJP water at the rate of 80% of what would have been paid for 

pumpixlg said groundwater. 

10. 

1 1. 

Defendant SCWC estimates that the Systernwill cost at least $15,000,000. 

Defendants SCWC and RCSC understand ar;d agree that the payments for said CAP water are 

woefully insufficient to pay for the System. 

12. Defenbts SCWC and KCSC understand and a p e  that defkndsillt SCWC wil l  include the 
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to the Systm that are less profitable for SCWC. 

15. Article WE, Section 7 of defmdant RCSC’s M c l e s  of Incorporation prohibits defendant 

RCSC fkom conveying “any substantial part of its assets, or any real property of assessed value for tax 

purposes exceeding $50,000, without [the] aEimative vote-of a majority of i ts  membership entitled to vote 

thW30n.” 

16. 

17. 

18, 

Defendant KCSC’s grandfathered groundwater x&hts are a substantial. pa3 of i t s  assets. 

Defendant RCSC’s grandfathered groundwater rights exceed $50,000 in value. 

Defendant RCSC executed the Agreement with defendat SCWC without k s t  obtaixxing the 

affirmative vote ofa majority of its membership entitled to wte thereon. 

19. Article X of defendant RCSC’s Articles of Incorporation prohibits defendant RCSC fkom 

subjedng itselfto any indebtedness or liability, director contingent, equal to or greater than $750,000 without 

first obtaining authorization &om “three-fourths of i ts members present at a duly called and noticed meeting 

of the membersh@, or izl such amounts as may be authorized by the &zona Corporation Commission.” 

20. Defmdant RCSC’s financial obligations to defendant SCWC under the Ageanent subject 

defendant RCSC-and therefore its members, Plaintiffs in thisaction-to an hdebtedness or bbihty, direct or 

conthgent, equal tu or greatex than $750,000. 

3 
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1 2 1. Defendant RSCS incurred an indebtedness or liability, direct or contingent, equal to or greater 

COUNT ONE 
@eclaratory Judgment Against Defadants RCSC and SCWC) 

I 
I 

26. Plaintiffs incorporate by this reference their allegations in paragraphs 1-25 above, inclusive. 

22. Paragraph 1 ofthe Sun Ci~CommunityFacilities Agreement that defendant RCSC has entered 

into with every homeowner k~ Sun City-axtd therefore w& every Plaintiff-includes defendant RCSC’s 

promise to operate all recreational facilities “for the benefit of homeowners and residents of Sun City who 

qudiw under its Bylaws.” 

23. By entering into the Agrement with defendant SCWC a d  Unilaterally making the promises 

and unilaterally incurring the contractual obbga?ions set forth above mil therein, all Without the requisite prior 

approval of its members, defendant RCSC has not acted for the benefit of the homeowners and residents of 

Sun City who qualify under i ts Bylaws. 

24. On February 25,1999, the Board of Directors of defendant RCSC met and resolved to adopt 

the non-binding resolution authorizing their President to enter into the requisite contract for the delivery of 

said CAP water, subject to h l  review by the Board. 

25. The Board o f  Directors of defendant RCSC %zis never met and adopted a binding resolution 

3pproTnjlg of the f.inal Agreement as executed on ox about October 30,2000, 

27. Pursuant to A.R.S. 3 12-1 832, Plaintiffs are per~ons interested under the Agreement, and their 

ights, status, or other legal relations are affected by the Agreement, and Plajntiifb therefore are entitled to 

leek judicial determination of any question of construction or validity arising under the Agreement and to 

bbtain a judicial declaration of their rights, status, or other legal relations thereunder- 

28. Pursuant to A.K.S- $3 12-341 and 12-341.01, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their costs and 

.ttomey’s fees incmed in prosecuting this action. 

29. Pursuant to A.R.S. $9 12-1832 and 12-1838, RlaintifTs are entitled to ajudicial declaration by 

he Court’s Order that the Agreement between defendants RCSC and SCWC is null and void & due to 

.efendant RCSC’s failure tu fht comply with the mandatory provisions of its Articles of Incorporation md 
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- 
the Sun City Community Facilities Agreement as  set forth above; that the Agreement shall remain null and 

void ab Xnxtio udess and until defmdmt RCSC complies with the mandatory provisions of its Articles of 

Incorporation and the Sun City Facifities Agreement and obtains,the xeqisite appruvd of its members; that 

leefendants RCSC and SCWC are prohibited k r n  attemptkg in any way to proceed with the Agreement 

d e s s  and until defendant RCSC complies with the mandatory provisions ofits Adcles ofbcorporation and 

k e  Sua City Facilities Agreement and obtains the requisite approval ofits members; .that defendants RCSC 

and SCWC shall show cause why Plaintiffs requested relief should not be granted forthwith; and that 

leefendants RCSC and SCWC pay Plaintiffs &e$ costs and attorney's fees incurred in prosecuting this action, 

~uxsuaxlt to A.R.S. 39 12-34]. and 12-341.01, respectively. 

COUNT TWO- 
(Breach of Contract Against Defendant RCSC) 

30. 

3 I t  
Plaintiffs incorporate by this reference their allegations in paragraphs 1-29 above, inclusive. 

Defendant RCSC breached i t s  contract with Plaintiffs by acting and/or fkiling to act as set forth 

tbove, in Violation of the express provisions of the Sun City Cornunity Facilities Agreement, thereby 

z o k a t e l y  causing Plaintiffs to suffer damages, rxl an amount to be determined at trial, but in no amount less 

t;lan the capital cost ofthe System that defendant SCWC passes on to Pl&tiBs. 

32. Pursuant to A.R.S. $9 12-341 and 12-341.01, Plainti& are entitled to recover their costs and 

ittomey's fees incurred in prosecuting Ib is  action. 

COUNT rnWE 
(Breach of Fiduciary Duty Against Defendant RCSC) ' 

- .  .. . 
33. 

34. 

PPXahtZfs incorporate by this reference their allegations h pagraphs 1-32 above, k c h i v e .  

Pursuant to the Sun City Comrnunjty Facilities Agreement, defendant RCSC had and has a 

iduciaxy duty to lp1ahtiffs to operate the recreational facilities, and to othekse act in general, for the benefit 

If the homeowners and residents of Sun City who qualify under i~ Bylaws. 

35. Defendant RCSC has breached its fiduciary duty to Plaintiffs by acting and/or failing to act as 

&et forth above, thereby proximately causing Plaintiffs to suffer dmages, h an amount to be determined at 

rial, but in no amount less than the capital cost ofthe System that defendant SCWC passes on to Plaintiffs. 

5 
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36. Pursuant to A.R.S. 49 12-341 and 12-341.01, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their C O S ~ ~  and 

itomey’s fees incurred in prosecutkg this adion. 

WHEREFORE PlahtBs respectfully request the Court to issue i t s  Order declaring, and thereafter 

inter Judgment decreeing: 

(1) that t h i s  action. shall proceed as a class action pufsuant to Rule 23, Adzotba. Rules of Civil 
Procedure ; 

(2) that the Agreement between defendants RCSC and SCWC is null md void ab initio due 
to defendant RCSC’s fdure to first corn$y with the mandatory provisions o f  its Articles of 
Incorporation and the Sun City C o m m @  Facilities Agreement; 

(3) that the Agreement shall remain null and void ab  ti^ unless and Until defendant RCSC 
complies with the mandatory provisions of its Articles of heorporntion and the Sun City 
Facilities Agreement and obtains the reiuisite approval of its members; 

(4) that defendants RCSC and SCWC are prohibited fkom a~mpting in any way to proceed 
With the Agreement unless and until. defendmt RCS C complies wkh wle mandatory provisions 
of its Articles of Incorporation and the Sun City Facilities Agreement and obtains the requisite 
approval of its members; 

(5 )  that defendanb RCSC and SCWC shall show causewhy Plaintiffs requestedrelief should 
not be granted forthwith; 

(6)  that Plaintiffs are entitled to sill award of their consequentd and other damages 
proximately caused by defexldmt RCSC’s breach oi?contract; 

(7) that Plziutiffs are entitled to an. award of their consequentd and other‘ damages 
proxhately caused by defendant RCSC’s breach of fiduciary duty; 

(8) that Plaint& are entitled to an award of their costs and attornefs fees incutred in 
prosecuting this action, Xlursuaflt to A.R.S. $8 12-341 and 12-341.01; and 

(9)  that Plaintiffs are entitled to all such fiuther relief the Court deems just and proper under 
the circumstances. 

DATED this /d 4 ay of April, 2001. 

MOYES STOREY, LID. 

B 

Brad K. Keogh 
3003 Nozth Central Avenue 
Suite 1250 
Phoenix, Mzom 85012 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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